This article describes the similarities and differences of Japanese and South Korean technical cooperation approaches in Guatemala. The literature review illustrates the transition from an initially donor-centric results chain approach towards one that is increasingly recipient-balanced due to new cooperation principles such as horizontality and demand-drivenness. Such approaches are mainly fostered by the rise of new emerging donors on the international development cooperation horizon, such as the advocates of South-South Development Cooperation (SSDC).
Introduction
With a growing number of emerging economies moving up the income ladder, in-kind or financial transfers gradually lose relevance in development cooperation discussions in favour of technical cooperation initiatives (Alonso and Glennie 2015: 2) . Technical Cooperation (TC)-referring to technical support, consultancies, and the provision of know-how fostering the skills, knowledge and productive aptitude in recipient countries (Tew 2013: 3)-has increasingly made the transition from technical support per se towards capacity building in line with newly defined development principles (Lucas 2013) . The related transition from a short-term towards a long-term horizon within the scope of TC initiatives is supported by the international development cooperation agenda (Alonso and Glennie 2015: 2) , as well as the increasing interest in South-South Development Cooperation (SSDC) within which project aid, including TC and capacity-building initiatives, accounts for about seventy-five per cent (UN 2014: 2) .
Having emerged as an alternative to traditional development cooperation approaches by emerging countries, SSDC has most notably in recent years received increasing attention based on the rise of related key players such as the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, Indonesia, China, and South Africa) and their emerging economies (Gray and Gills 2016: 558) . It challenges the development cooperation concept as established by the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (DAC-OECD) which defines criteria for official development assistance (ODA) or foreign aid and currently comprises thirty member states from mostly Western or newly industrialised Asian countries, including Japan and South Korea (OECD 2018 [4] ).
Asian donors' approaches also reflect changes in the development cooperation landscape and trends towards TC initiatives (The Asia Foundation 2012). This article aims to offer a more comprehensive understanding of the similarities and differences between Japan and South Korea's TC initiative approaches in the Central American Republic of Guatemala. The relevant time frame for analysis is the period after 2010 when both Japan and Korea held DAC-OECD membership (OECD 2018 [2] ), creating comparable external circumstances for both case studies to be analysed.
Japan and Korea were selected as case studies given Japan, as one of the DAC's early members, has actively participated from early on in the development cooperation initiatives of international organisations (MOFA 2018 [1] ). While Japan can consequently be regarded as a traditional donor, Korea's categorisation is more dubious with references to it as the "Emerging South" (Dahi and Demir 2017: 65) or an emerging market (Bloomberg 2018) . Moreover, it is considered a developed country based on trade volume, market, and economy size (Frontera 2016) . Furthermore, while Japan can be identified as one of the OECD-DAC's largest donors by volume over the years (OECD 2017) , Korea has been recognised as the fifth largest contributor of Southern development aid prior to its DAC membership (Marx and Soares 2013) .
Thus, as a newly industrialised country that only made the jump from an ODA receiver to a DAC member in 2010, Korea is often assigned a special role in development cooperation discussions (Kondoh et al. 2010; Kondoh 2015) . Highlighting its own role as a bridge between established and emerging cooperation partners (Jung et al. 2011 ), Korea continuously builds its foreign policy agenda on the principles of middle-powerism, with the aim of facilitating and catalysing supra-regional cooperation (Faure 2016) .
Guatemala serves as a case study as while there is vast research in the field of bilateral development cooperation among Asian and various African countries, related research on Latin American countries is relatively scarce, despite the continuously growing East Asian influence in the region (Maggiorelli 2017: 30) . With Guatemala being "one of the strongest economic performers in Latin America in recent years" (The World Bank 2018), the country offers strong potential in the region and is further representative of similar opportunities and challenges which Japan and Korea face in Central America (The World Atlas 2018). Most notably, Guatemala is one of five countries in the Central American region with diplomatic relations with Taiwan as opposed to the People's Republic of China (Maggiorelli 2017: 45) . China's growing economic influence is notably slower in Central America as it has been argued that economic interests "would take a backseat in Beijing's diplomatic offensive against Taipei" (Business Insider 2018). Furthermore, given the void which the withdrawal of the United States from the Trans-Pacific Partnership has created, chances are increased for other major trade partners like Japan and Korea to become the next hegemonic economic partner in the Central American region (Naylor 2017 ).
Literature Review
The literature review on relevant TC evaluation criteria within development cooperation illustrates the transition from an initially donor-centric results chain approach towards one that is increasingly recipient-balanced due to fundamental cooperation principles such as horizontality and demand-drivenness. These approaches are mainly fostered by the rise of newly emerging donors on the international development cooperation stage. Hand in hand with the new principles and paradigms goes the move from quantitative towards increasingly qualitative measurement approaches in TC. Such a shift is based on the notion that quantitative evaluations only lack the ability to capture non-material factors and are further very sensitive in regard to social differences between countries (Garbarino and Holland 2009 ).
Technical Development Cooperation Evaluations along the Results Chain
The evaluation of development cooperation is traditionally discussed along the results chain and considers inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts (see figure 1) (Poate 1997: 6; Holzapfel 2014: 19) . In line with this, major international development cooperation organisations have also traditionally adhered to results-based evaluations along the results-chain. For example, the DAC-OECD performs evaluations using the results chain (SAIIA 2015: 22) .
Despite its wide use by major international organisations, the results-based approach has faced criticism. For instance, it has been suggested that insufficient attention is paid to the receiver side, making it an instrument for compliance and control (SAIIA 2015: 20-21) . The argument is most notably raised by South-South Cooperation representatives who pledge greater horizontality and demand-drivenness based on the principle of non-interference.
South-South Development Cooperation and the Results Chain Approach
As a sub-category of South-South Cooperation (SSC), South-South Development Cooperation (SAIIA 2015: 12) can broadly be defined as "any exchange of resources, personnel, technology, and knowledge between 'developing' countries" (Vaes and Huyse 2013: 5) . Emphasising the inherent blurriness of the concept, Mawdsley (2012 [2] : 63) points out that South-South Cooperation is "a loose definition that can cover almost any form of interaction from South-South foreign direct investment by Asian, African and South-American multinational firms, to diplomatic meetings and agreements, to the provision of technical experts" (ibid.: 63). It is argued that the broadness of the concept is a vital element in capturing the diversity of Southern partnerships, with a focus on South-South Cooperation core values rather than eventual cooperation confining aspects (UNCTAD 2015: 4-5) .
In parallel, the growing influence of South-South Cooperation ideas on traditional aid concepts has drawn attention (Tortora 2011: 4) . With South-South Cooperation traditionally putting a strong focus on TC initiatives, material influences on traditional concepts in this area are particularly strong. The majority of projects are "demanddriven, pursuing visible and tangible results" (UN 2014: 2), thus reflecting major
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Activities Outputs Outcomes Impacts principles of SSDC, including: equality between partners, the fostering of national and collective self-reliance, mutual benefit and voluntary actions, demand-drivenness (FIDC 2014: 1-2), and exerting ideational influence on the traditional results chain approach (Mawdsley 2017: 111) .
Ideational Aspects in Development Cooperation Evaluations
Besides the "Rise of the South" and related South-South cooperation approaches which have fostered interest in related underlying principles within the literature, another major influence on current development cooperation evaluation tendencies can be provided based on high level fora over the past five years. According to Mawdsley (2017: 110-111) , the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan, Korea in 2012 marks the change from a schedule focused on aid effectiveness to a schedule on development effectiveness (Oxfam 2012: 3) . While the emphasis on ownership, results, and accountability was adopted from the principles introduced at the High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Paris in 2005, inclusive partnerships and transparency initiated a new focus in development cooperation (Oxfam 2012: 5) . In detail, the four new basic principles include: 1) Ownership of development priorities: Encouraging the self-driven design of development initiatives by recipient countries 2) Focus on results: A focus on outcomes which diminish poverty, foster local capacity, and decrease inequality is envisioned 3) Inclusive partnerships: Taking steps towards mutual learning and trust in development cooperation 4) Transparency and accountability to each other: Clarifying mutual accountability in development cooperation and adopting a transparent approach in service delivery from the donor side (Oxfam 2012: 5) .
The Busan declaration was ratified not only by DAC members but also major non-DAC members in the form of "differential" commitments (Oxfam 2012: 5) . Thus, a crucial step was taken towards the common acknowledgement of the values of transparency, inclusiveness, mutual accountability, and results; principles which have been promoted by traditional development cooperation partners for a long time. Simultaneously, a number of originally South-South Cooperation principles have been further considered (Tortora 2011: 2) .
Towards a Demand-Driven Results Chain Approach
The newly manifested cooperation principles have resulted in an evolution of the traditional results chain approach, with alternative suggestions being raised in cooperation evaluation. This includes most notably the shift from donor-driven development cooperation aims towards an equal focus on demand-driven objectives, thus better meeting the genuine needs in development cooperation by appropriately articulating and defining them (Haider 2008; European Commission 2009 ). The greater focus on horizontality, ownership, and inclusive partnerships in development cooperation has resulted in efforts to integrate the newly demanded principles into the traditional results chain approach as depicted in figure 2 (SAIIA 2015: 21). Efforts towards greater ownership, horizontality, and inclusive partnerships between the donor and receiver further align with a new perspective on the simultaneously pursued results orientation. This approach derives from new cooperation principles which emphasise process-orientation parallel with results-orientation. It contrasts with the previous exclusive focus on the benefit of issues such as long-term capacity building and local ownership (Narasaiah 2003: 37) . The changes are reflected in an amended results-chain approach. In response to the requirement for horizontality, ownership and demand-drivenness stand at the initial stage of the chain, moving to harmonisation issues such as horizontal negotiation and mutual implementation ( figure 3) . Lastly, the link is made to outcomes and results with a focus on long-term sustainability (European Commission 2009: 27). 
Sustainable Outcomes
The production of new commonly shared development cooperation principles and the related transition towards a demand-driven results chain approach focused on process definitions is strongly reflected in research which strives to translate the principles into measurable indicators (Birdsall and Kharas 2010: 11) .
While some research directly employs cooperation principles derived from high level fora for obtaining quality indicators and related sub-criteria (Rosero Moncayo and Zorilla 2013), others develop new dimensions based on the cooperation principles from which relevant indicators are extracted (Birdsall and Kharas 2010: 11; King 2014: 9; De Oliveira 2017: 18) .
Translating Cooperation Principles into Relevant Indicators: Focus on Results
In TC projects, an approach based on effectiveness without any focus on related process evaluations is regarded critically. As Narasaiah (2003: 37) points out, effective and sustainable modes of development cooperation will always entail a focus on processes based on the notion that one-time results achievement remains meaningless as long as related systems and procedures remain unchanged. It is thus argued that an "extended and more analytical, process-oriented definition should take into account four main aspects of aid effectiveness" (Narasaiah 2003: 37) , namely: the strengthening of local aid management capacities; local ownership throughout the aid process in the form of setting priorities, policy formulation, implementation, and evaluation; mutual accountability on both the donor and recipient sides; and transparent processes and donor motives as is often reflected in the principle of mutual benefit. Transparency, accountability and ownership were highlighted along with the focus on results in the high level forum meetings (OECD 2018 [1] ). As such, the balance of effectiveness and efficiency based approaches for sustainable long-term impact in development cooperation can be regarded as confirmed.
The approach of evaluating efficiency in parallel with the focus on effective outcomes has found resonance in various research projects in which process evaluations are performed alongside results evaluations (SEGIB 2010: 104; De Oliveira 2017: 38) . For development processes to support the sought-after results efficiently, some basic discussions can be pointed out around the indicators of flexibility and adaptation of processes, related internal and external coordination systems, as well as time and cost efficiency (Birdsall and Kharas 2010: 16; Baumann 2018: 17) .
Ownership
Discussions of ownership include the call for demand-drivenness and non-conditionality as fundamental tenets (Buiter 2005: 27; Bandura and Hammond 2019: 2) . Demand-drivenness includes a wide variety of indicators that touch interconnected dimensions such as donor decentralisation, local participation and co-determination, local governance, as well as bottom-up accountability (Jordhus-Lier et al. 2009: 7) . Associated TC process-related evaluation discussions extend to consider whether recipients are involved in project planning and implementation after the demand-driven request is responded to and aligned with national priorities (King 2014: 11; De Oliveira 2017: 38) . Non-conditionality, on the other hand, can be regarded as an indicator that directly results from recipient ownership and related non-interference principles. While non-conditionality can be claimed as a pre-requisite for long-term sustainability in development cooperation (Selbervik 1999: 5) , other researchers have challenged this notion. They have, for instance, asked if conditionality and ownership cannot go hand in hand in light of the political constraints deemed necessary and varying environmental conditions (Montinola 2007) .
The measurement of ownership was originally driven by a governmental focus on the relations between donors and recipients (CID 2012: 1). Consequently, research displays an emphasis on the criteria of fostering and supporting recipients' institutions given the aim of successfully enhancing recipient countries' ownership (Birdsall and Kharas 2010: 16) . Equally, it has been argued that recipient ownership that overlooks capacity building in technical development cooperation projects will negatively impact the ownership of the recipient country in the long term due to insufficient local skills (Godfrey et al. 2002: 361) . The application of related indicators measuring the degree of experience and skill as well as technology transfer occur as a result (Bergström 2002; UNCTAD 2014: 8) . Finally, the ownership concept and attendant shift of attention from aid donors to receiving governments and their resource allocation presents leadership problems, particularly with regards to government accountability. However, it fosters the inclusion of new players such as civil society actors, as well as other stakeholders such as marginalised groups (SAIIA 2015: 25) . Moreover, it affords greater focus on equality, sustainable development, and work and living conditions in line with human rights standards (CID 2012: 1).
Inclusive Partnerships
On the most basic level, inclusivity in partnerships refers to the extent to which "relevant actors are involved in planning and implementation" (OECD 2006: 7). The term inclusive partnerships thus simultaneously reflects the relevance of recipient ownership and horizontality in development cooperation partnerships (ibid.: 4) and leads to related analysis in the literature. Evaluating shared governance within inclusive partnerships is a recurring approach within development cooperation assessments. It further links directly to the indicator of collaborative relationships where initially defined aims are realised based on "regular and effective interaction" (King 2014: 11) , as well as "joint supervision and monitoring" and "joint responsibility" (Uh and Siddiky 2017: 132) . In line with shared governance, mutual trust and solidarity are investigated; greater horizontality in decision-making and resource related issues can foster both and thus create greater development efficiency in the long-term based on increased policy influence (Del Biondo 2015: 12) . While related recipient perceptions are difficult to capture from an analytical perspective, interest is growing regarding a constructivist understanding of the international aid regime (Kondoh 2015: 13) .
Clear communication of mutual benefits to development aid receivers and related indicator-based evaluations aligns with trust building initiatives. Mutual benefit is generally a strongly advocated topic from the SSDC side; it evolved partially based on the deliberate opposition to traditional Western discourses on development assistance, foreign aid as well as charity, focusing instead on mutual benefits, equality, and respect for national ownership and sovereignty (Mawdsley 2012 [1] : 263). Furthermore, with mutual benefit one of the key principles of Chinese governmental development aid alongside "mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity," "mutual non-aggression," "non-interference in each other's internal affairs," as well as "peaceful coexistence" (Van de Looy 2006: 2), the indicator has found resonance in multiple development cooperation frameworks that evaluate development cooperation beyond the DAC principles.
Transparency and Mutual Accountability
Mutual accountability and transparency are issues that are often handled together, not only by major international organisations but also by the academic literature (Kharas 2013; UNDESA 2018) . In line with this tendency in the literature, McGee (2013: 109) points out that "transparency is a necessary but insufficient condition for aid accountability," emphasising that more transparency will not necessarily lead to accountability within development cooperation but that both complement each other. The contribution of transparency can most notably be found in the shifting of principal agent related imbalances (Eyben 2008: 11; Christensen et al. 2011) .
In order to measure the related effectiveness of mechanisms within an institutional framework, the data collection, reporting, and usage within the aforementioned data management systems are relevant criteria that have found resonance in the literature (Poate 1997; Park 2017 Park : 2586 . Based on a clear understanding of the project outline and the need for related reporting based on appropriate systems and structures, the role of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) frameworks is emphasised (Birdsall and Kharas 2010: 16) . As part of monitoring and evaluation (UNISDR 2013: 3), reporting can be regarded as a process running in parallel to the multiple stages of the project management result chain. Monitoring focuses on the activities/inputs as well as outputs stages and is applied to outcomes and impacts (MFDR 2007: 4; UNDP 2009; UNISDR 2013: 9) . Hand in hand goes the question to what extent is the related donor expertise, budget, and time given to perform the respective monitoring and evaluation processes (Watson 2006) and whether a learning effect is achieved (Coe and Majot 2013; Wallach et al. 2017) .
Methodology
Based on the investigated relevant criteria for TC, an analytical framework by the Network of Southern Think Tanks was adapted to be applied to the relevant case studies (SAIIA 2017: 11). As Ali (2018: 13) emphasises, although originally intended as a typology for SSDC, the key dimensions describing effectiveness and quality within the NeST framework show remarkable similarities with aid effectiveness principles as described by the DAC-OECD. This can mainly be traced back to the fact that the NeST framework is based on principles from major development cooperation conferences which have themselves experienced a growing assimilation of traditional and South-South Cooperation principles as illustrated in the literature review. As SAIIA (2015: 25) highlights in regard to the NeST framework, "many of the good practices and challenges that affect NSC are also valid for co-operation among Southern partners." Hand in hand goes the notion that "some of the systems to Policy Coherence for Development* measure the effectiveness, efficiency and results of NSC may also be applicable to the monitoring and evaluation of SSC." Consequently, "selected elements and relevant experiences can also be drawn out from the aid effectiveness discourse that can feed into the work currently undertaken with NeST" (SAIIA 2015: 25) , in turn justifying the application of the framework to Japan and South Korea-the only non-occidental DAC members.
Analysis
The following analysis results were based on JICA (Japan International Cooperation Agency) and KOICA's (Korea International Cooperation Agency) TC initiatives in Guatemala. On the Japanese side, a focus was placed on Japan's "Country Assistance Policy Plan for Guatemala" (MOFA 2018 [2]) as well as five major ongoing Japanese TC initiatives, all of which started after 2010 (JICA 2018 [3] ). Japan's approach, however, characterises itself by comparatively little regular exchange with civil society (Rocha Menocal and Wild 2012: 2), while evidence for the active involvement of civil society and universities within TC initiatives could be found (Barascout 2015: 32) . Based on the analysis, it could further be found that neither Japan nor Korea dedicates special attention to stakeholder issues of gender equality.
ii. People-Centred Inclusivity
Both countries place strong emphasis on socio-economic people-centricity based on a focus on health and education in their initiatives addressing the most disenfranchised population groups and achieving geographical inclusivity via infrastructural projects beyond urban areas. With both countries' TC approaches targeting maternal and infant health and partially covering indigenous population groups, gender equality also plays a role and aims towards poverty alleviation and social inclusion. Geographic inclusion is achieved by related projects in the infrastructure sector (Barascout 2015: 32; KOICA 2016: 67; MOFA 2018 [2] ). In contrast to Korea, Japanese initiatives additionally reflect a strong focus on meeting sustainability and environment-related standards which are integrated in the assessment of cooperation initiatives (JICA 2018 [6] : 3-4). Integration of affected population groups in project planning and implementation could not, on the other hand, be found in Japanese or Korean initiatives.
iii. Demand-Drivenness
The review has revealed for both donor countries a strong alignment of TC project initiatives with Guatemalan national priorities as outlined in the Guatemalan National Plan for Development K'atun 2032 (UNDP 2015; KOICA Guatemala 2018 [3]; MOFA 2018 [2] ). Hand in hand goes a moderate to high level of participation and involvement of Guatemalan officials in related project formulation and development (SEGEPLAN (2018 [1] ).
While the link to Guatemala's development strategy is given, the extent to which TC initiatives were triggered by an explicit request from the recipient country remains unclear in most project cases. One of JICA's TC initiatives, Guatemática, resulted from an explicit request from the Guatemalan government (Barascout 2015: 50 ), yet the assumption of a request-based project formulation in regard to other TC initiatives remains speculative.
iv. Non-Conditionality
Having evaluated the aspect of non-conditionality within non-loan based Japanese and Korean TC initiatives, no indices for conditionality from either donor county were identified (KOICA 2018 [2]; MOFA 2018 [2]). In reference to loan-based TC initiatives, however, economic conditionality was applied to one KOICA-based TC initiative proposal which, due to local Guatemalan procurement regulations, failed to be implemented (El Periódico 2017).
Horizontality i. Mutual Benefit
Japan's development assistance policy plan limits the mutually obtainable benefits from its cooperation with Guatemala to discussions of improved bilateral relations (MOFA 2018 [2] ). The lack of a comparable bilateral cooperation document by KOICA impairs the drawing of conclusions for the Korean case study (ODA Korea 2018 [2] ). A published cooperation document by the Guatemalan governmental organisation SEGEPLAN (2018 [1]) on Korean relations, however, emphasises the aim of strengthened bilateral diplomatic relations. Given the evidence of increasing exchanges and high-level visits of both donor countries to Guatemala, the achievement of the targeted diplomatic aims can be regarded as fulfilled (Roblero Morales 2017: 31; MOFA 2018 [3] ).
Efforts illustrating a successful mutual learning approach become visible within a JICA TC initiative originally implemented in Guatemala which was extended to other Central American countries, leveraging mutual lessons learned (JICA 2018 [11] ).
ii. Shared Decisions and Resources
The investigation shows that both countries place emphasis on the mutual outline of aims at the project's initial stage in the form of the establishment of Joint Coordination Committees on the Japanese side (JICA 2016 [1] ) and the signature of related mutual agreements on the Korean side (Infile 2018) . Evidence is given that initial technical discussions, scoping missions, and joint evaluations are continued throughout the project phase by both donor countries, although Japan and Korea do not provide any documentation on eventual mutual follow-up joint decision-making mechanisms (JICA 2016 [1]; KOICA 2018 [2]).
With regards to relevant interrelated resource allocation matters, while both donor countries put an emphasis on integrating local human resources in their initiatives, the entrusted activities are mainly limited to administrative tasks, while expert and leadership roles are taken by delegated Japanese or Korean personnel (KOICA 2011: 40; Barascout 2015: 47) . Regarding financial issues, evaluations of relevant ex post evaluation reports have shown that most of the project costs are borne by the donor countries with Guatemala providing basic project facilities and amenities (Embajada de la República de Corea en Guatemala 2018; JICA 2018 [5]).
iii. Solidarity and Trust
In contrast to the comparatively long-standing development cooperation relationship with Japan, Korean development cooperation with Guatemala started more recently. The quality of both bilateral relationships can be assessed as high based on frequent communication and interactions on a bilateral as well as a project based level (Roblero Morales 2017: 31; Embajada de Japón en Guatemala 2018). While Japanese-Guatemalan relationships present themselves as limited to regular bilateral exchanges (MOFA 2018 [3]), Korean-Guatemalan relations are additionally fostered on a multilateral level in cooperation with other Central American countries given Korea's increasing emphasis on establishing itself as a middle-power in international relations (The Diplomat 2018).
Common objectives with regards to developmental policy, as well as the tendency towards medium-and long-term relations, is reflected in both donor countries' shared development cooperation interests and objectives in line with Guatemala's National Plan for Development K'atun 2032 (Roblero Morales 2017: 56; MOFA 2018 [2]).
Self-Reliance and Sustainability i. Capacity Building
No Guatemalan cooperation framework exists on the Korean side and Japan affords only superficial consideration of capacity building initiatives within its cooperation framework for Guatemala (MOFA 2018 [2] ). Nevertheless, multiple Japanese and Korean TC initiatives illustrate the relevance of capacity building for both donor countries by fostering core skills beyond short-term project implementation. While Korean TC initiatives regard capacity building as an add-on to the implementation of the main project in relevant sectors (KOICA Guatemala 2018 [1]), JICA comparatively places a stronger focus on capacity building as a primary aim. This is reflected among others in entire TC initiatives dedicated to knowledge and capacity building such as Guatemática (Barascout 2015: 32) .
Strong collaboration between government institutions and both donor countries take the form of consultations (Japan) and the education of public administrators (Korea). Moreover, working together contributes to related institutional, policy and behavioural changes in the recipient country based on reflected practices (Roblero Morales 2017: 42; JICA 2018 [1]). With regards to the application of acquired knowledge, KOICA driven initiatives stand out based on initiated panel discussions and presentations fostering active knowledge sharing among interested stakeholders as well as governmental institutions (KOICA Guatemala 2018 [4] ).
ii. Use of Country Systems and Human Resources
Both Korea and Japan officially committed to the DAC aim of untied aid. However, the percentage of untied aid, specifically as part of non-loan-based TC initiatives in Guatemala, remains dubious based on definitional interpretations on the Japanese side (OECD 2014: 60) as well as insufficient data provision on the Korean side (KOICA Guatemala 2018 [2]). Korea's commitment to completely untied TC initiatives is most notably cast in doubt by a recent loan-based TC offer made to modernise a harbour on Guatemala's east coast (El Periódico 2018). A comparison with Japanese loanbased TC initiatives in Guatemala indicates the increasing refrainment from tied aid on the Japanese side (JICA 2018 [6] ).
The investigation highlights that project specific material is provided by both donor countries. Only basic amenities are contributed by Guatemala, and information on procurement sources within non loan-based TC projects remains unclear. The same applies for concrete data on the percentage of local human and material resources: contributions by donor countries and local human resources cover a large share of administrative tasks (Embajada de la República de Corea en Guatemala 2018; JICA 2018 [8]).
iii. Knowledge and Technology Transfer
Both donor countries place emphasis on health, education and infrastructure in their TC initiatives with the aim of addressing specific Guatemalan developmental needs. Technology-enhancing cooperation initiatives are not a priority in Japan and Korea's approach in Guatemala, reflected in related development cooperation documents (JICA 2018 [3] ; SEGEPLAN 2018 [1]: 3). On the other hand, initiatives based on knowledge exchange and skill transfer via delegated experts and volunteers enjoy great priority in both countries' development cooperation approaches (Barascout 2015: 47; KOICA Guatemala 2018 [2] ).
It can be highlighted that Korea puts a comparatively stronger focus on transferring technological tools and systems alongside its TC initiatives (Roblero Morales 2017: 58), while Japanese efforts are comparatively more focused on knowledge transfer and exchanges fostering basic skills for future technological development (JICA 2018 [1]).
iv. Domestic Revenue Generation
By focusing on TC initiatives addressing fundamental Guatemalan needs, both countries aspire to extend nationally driven initiatives, encouraging the way out of recipient dependency (Roblero Morales 2017: 53; JICA 2018 [10]). As both donor countries only monitor TC initiatives to the point of ex post evaluation reports, a lack of relevant monitoring vis-à-vis long-term independence fostering measures can be pointed out (KOICA 2013; JICA 2018 [10] ).
Accountability and Transparency i. Data Management and Reporting
Data management and reporting enjoy great relevance in both donor countries' cooperation initiatives and are reflected in related efforts to publish project information. Both countries reflect the basic willingness and capacity to publish TC related information which typically comprises explanations on geographical focus, type and instruments, time frames, and expected results within evaluation reports (JICA 2018 [7] ; KOICA Stats 2018). Korea, however, comparatively lags behind when it comes to sharing TC news, an approach better managed by Japan (JICA 2018 [5] ).
Additionally, flaws can be found in Korea's ex post evaluation reports which are not only relatively scarce but also capture relevant project information based on the applied format less efficiently (KOICA 2018 [2] ). Japan, on the other hand, manages well through a number of annual reports and yearly evaluation summaries to provide a complete and updated picture to relevant stakeholders (JICA 2018 [4] ). Additionally, Japan recently published information on social and environmental impact, thus further fostering relevant reporting standards within TC (JICA 2018 [6] : 3-5).
ii. Monitoring and Evaluation for Learning
While monitoring and evaluation processes at the project level are qualitatively high based on related project standards that consider all stages of the project cycle, monitoring and evaluation processes at the institutional and national level show deficiencies in both donor countries (JICA 2018 [9] ; OECD 2018 [3]: 17). Given these deficiencies contribute to a lack of expertise and capacity in M&E processes, mitigating approaches have been adopted by the Japanese side to overcome related flaws by consulting external experts (OECD 2014: 72) .
Knowledge sharing fostering long-term effects in development cooperation is integrated in M&E project cycle related considerations by both countries (JICA 2010: 1; KOICA 2018 [3] ). The lack of long-term follow-up reports following ex post evaluation reports impedes statements vis-à-vis the extent to which long-term knowledge generation in Guatemala is achieved from the M&E initiatives (JICA 2018 [8]; KOICA 2018 [2] ).
iii. Transparency and Access to (Published) Information Japan and Korea's approaches towards transparency show differences based on the centrality of information provision as well as the regularity of information updates. The vast majority of Japanese TC-related information is provided on a JICA hub website (JICA 2018 [1]) with related strategic documents published by MOFA (2018 [3] ). Access to Korean information is meanwhile more dispersed with information provided on multiple discrete platforms, making the accumulation of relevant information for stakeholders comparatively more difficult (KOICA 2018 [1] ; ODA Korea 2018 [1] ).
Assessing Japanese and Korean platforms overall, both donor countries' transparency and accessibility endeavours can be characterised by high comprehensiveness, offering back as well as forward-looking information. Efforts by Japan to provide timely news updates on TC initiatives can be considered greater compared to Korean platforms where project news is almost non-existent and ex post evaluation reports for completed initiatives are only sparsely available (JICA 2018 [2] ; KOICA Guatemala 2018 [2]).
iv. Mutual Accountability and Joint Reviews
The investigation shows that both donor countries pursue review mechanisms within their TC approach, with Japan encouraging regular review meetings (JICA 2016 [2] :
3) and Korea performing mid-term reviews with the recipient country (KOICA 2018 [2] ). While Korea's initiated reviews are more project participant-based, Japan's review initiatives additionally include the governmental level (MSPAS 2018).
Development Efficiency i. Flexibility and Adaptation
While both countries in principal display strong awareness for the need for flexibility and adaptability, deficiencies can be pointed out in regard to the related execution. In the case of Korea, the degree of contextual specificity for Guatemala is impeded by the lack of in-depth country analysis performed for non-core partner countries (ODA Korea 2018 [2] ). Given both countries pursue a stand-alone as opposed to a programme-based project approach in Guatemala, the flexibility in the use of funds is impeded by the relatively short project running period (Development Finance International 2010: 7; OECD 2014: 52) . While KOICA balances related flaws in flexibility and adaptability via the delegation of experts in charge of relevant project modifications (Roblero Morales 2017: 52), JICA implements mid-term reviews to encourage necessary adaptations (JICA 2010: 10).
Regarding the successful takeover of projects, a lack of evidence can be attested as no follow-up reports to ex post evaluation reports are available.
ii. Coordination (Internal and External)
Both donor countries have made continuous efforts in recent years to streamline coordination by fostering improved organisational structures. This has led to a tendency towards greater decentralisation and a growing focus on the establishment of local offices in recipient countries with the aim of greater responsiveness to recipient countries' local needs and conditions. Despite such organisational changes, significant progress is required before the self-reliant delegation of the local authority from headquarters becomes the norm (OECD 2014: 51; OECD 2018 [3] : 59).
Foreign projects in Guatemala are mandatorily coordinated in cooperation with the local governmental organisation SEGEPLAN (2018 [1]: 5). The level of integration of Guatemalan and Japanese or Korean organisations respectively is generally high, contributing to donor and recipient-sided coordination. However, while Japan coordinates its TC initiatives via a centralised agency in Guatemala with strong links to headquarters (JICA 2018 [2]), Korea's approach presents itself as more dispersed with multiple agencies interacting with the local authorities (OECD 2018 [3]: 21).
iii. Time and Cost Efficiency
The evaluation of time and cost efficiencies reveals notable differences in both donor countries' approaches. While Japan and Korea face bureaucratic delays based on organisational structures (OECD 2018 [3] : 20), Japan has made efforts towards mitigating related problems based on restructuring within its main organisation. It has moved towards a more locally established organisation separated from headquarter structures (MOFA 2010) which contributes to enhanced cost and time-related transactions; this is reflected by budgeted time and cost frames in Guatemalan projects commonly being met (JICA 2016 [2] : 38). This clear assessment of cost and time-related matters within JICA's TC initiatives in Guatemala are enabled thanks to related standards of reporting which clearly outline relevant ratios and data in individual project evaluation reports as well as annual evaluation reports published by JICA (2018 [7] ). In contrast, KOICA's evaluation reports for Guatemalan TC projects rely partially on qualitative means such as interviews with participants which lack comprehensiveness for interested stakeholders (KOICA 2018 [2] ).
Discussion

Similarities and Differences in Japan and Korea's Approaches
As the preceding analysis shows, Japanese and Korean TC approaches are generally marked by several similarities fostered by a set of standards regarding what makes TC initiatives qualitatively high. This is most notably reflected in the shared official commitment to the importance of people-centred inclusivity, demand-drivenness, capacity building, knowledge and technology transfer, transparency and access to published information, solidarity and trust, as well as internal and external coordination through which both donor countries achieved strong results. In line with these factors, criteria such as multi-stakeholder participation, shared decisions and resources, use of country systems and resources, domestic revenue generation, monitoring and evaluation for learning, mutual accountability and joint reviews, as well as flexibility and adaptation must be pointed out. In regard to these criteria, both Japan and Korea's TC efforts are based on the same official values and quality commitments yet lack successful implementation in Guatemala. Lastly, the shared limited official commitment to the aspect of mutual benefit and low implementation by both donor countries can be highlighted.
Despite similar official quality standards and commitments in the field by KOICA and JICA, relatively greater gaps in implementation were identified in regard to nonconditionality, data management and reporting as well as time and cost efficiency criteria.
As the preceding analysis shows, Japan obtained higher evaluations overall than Korea, except for the knowledge and technology transfer and capacity building categories. With regards to the majority of criteria evaluated, no grave differences in Japan and Korea's TC initiatives in Guatemala can be pointed out.
Factors Accounting for Similarities and Differences
With both donor countries sharing the same official commitments and values regarding most TC assessment quality criteria, assessed divergences in the implementation and application of relevant criteria in Guatemala by both countries are primarily found to stem from differences in reporting. Korea provides limited documentation about recipients beyond the scope of its so-called priority countries; reporting on Guatemala by KOICA is thus relatively scarce. The data management and reporting as well as the time and cost efficiency indicators illustrate comparatively bigger differences in evaluation results between both donor countries. The generally higher reporting standards displayed by Japan within the analysis additionally enforces the impact of comparatively less documentation by KOICA on initiatives in Guatemala and related influences on the outcomes within the analysis.
A second aspect is Japan's comparatively long-standing relations with Guatemala. This circumstance is most notably reflected in the solidarity and trust and mutual accountability and joint reviews criteria. The longer-established bonds between Japan and Guatemala are reflected in comparatively greater interaction on the political level.
These circumstances partially explain the stronger evaluations achieved by Japan in the preceding indicator and criteria analyses. Similar institutional and project related structures and approaches that also contribute to the aforementioned outcomes must be highlighted too. Most notably, similar organisational structures, the shared tendency towards a government-to-government approach, similar project cycle structures, as well as adherence to stand-alone as opposed to programme-based project approaches can be pointed out.
Common organisational structures can partially be explained due to mutual DAC membership and adherence to related standards. While Japan was one of DAC's founding members, Korea's time to align its ODA policies according to DAC standards was relatively limited since it joined DAC in 2010. Moreover, Japan was one of the leading donors in the international aid community in the 1990s, long before Korea's DAC membership in 2010, thus limiting DAC membership-based explanatory approaches (Kim 2017: 93) . Japan's long-standing experience in TC has had a learning and simulation effect on Korea, contributing to the tendency of comparatively higher quality criteria-related evaluations in Japan's TC approach as opposed to Korea's.
Learning and Simulation Effects
As Kondoh (2015: 33) argues, notable similarities between both countries' aid models can be derived from the fact that Korea's traditional aid model was initially constructed based on the Japanese layout. Displaying a mutual gain approach in its initial stages, the Japanese aid model was characterised by loans in the infrastructure sector targeted at facilitating Japanese foreign direct investment (FDI). Repayment of loans through exporting natural resources was a model adopted by Korea in its initial approach (Kondoh 2015: 32) .
Japan's development approach in the following decades-namely the realisation of geo-economic interests under the DAC umbrella (Kondoh et al. 2010: 9 )-was consulted a second time by Korea when confronted with preparations for DAC membership (Kondoh 2015: 33) . Kondoh (2015: 49) summarises the commonalities of Japan and South Korea in an Asian DAC aid model arguing that Asian DAC donors reflect commercial as well as humanitarian traits based on their position between Western DAC members and emerging donors. Summing up, it is argued that "Korea's experience of receiving aid from Japan and learning from Japan's implementation methods, both economic development strategies and practical knowledge about giving aid, influenced Korea's ODA policymaking and brought about similarities in the two donor countries' manner of providing ODA" (Kondoh 2012 in: Kim 2017 .
Limitations to the assimilation of both countries' aid models based on imitation and learning effects can be pointed out by a number of profound differences between both donor countries as outlined in this article's introduction. For instance, while Japan can be identified as one of the OECD-DAC's largest donors by volume over the years (OECD 2017), Korea has been recognised as the fifth largest contributor of Southern development aid prior to its DAC membership (Marx and Soares 2013) . Korea is a newly industrialised country that only recently made the jump from an ODA receiver to a DAC member in 2010. Alongside the country's specially assigned role in SSDC discussions (Kondoh et al. 2010; Kondoh 2015) , it can be questioned why greater differences were not identified in Japan and Korea's TC initiative approaches.
In order to answer this question, discussion results must be expanded to tackle the selected analytical framework and the criteria applied for the comparison of Japanese and Korean TC initiatives in Guatemala which simultaneously reflect traditional (North-South) and SSDC principles.
Assimilation of Traditional and South-South Cooperation Concepts: Initial Inconsistency within Development Cooperation Approaches
The starting point to merger and assimilation discussions of development cooperation concepts as reflected in the applied analytical framework and related selected criteria is the notion of an initial inconsistency and blurriness within the traditional development cooperation concept-as represented by the DAC-and the SSDC approach.
With regards to its proclaimed differences partially derived from a wider scope of activities, SSDC is often presented by its advocates as a revolutionary new concept which is fundamentally different from traditional development cooperation approaches. It has consequently been argued that South-South Cooperation, Development Cooperation, SSDC, and ODA as defined by the DAC can be regarded as distinct concepts, with merely potential overlaps among them (SAIIA 2015: 12) . However, as Sanahuja (2010: 19) points out, the validity of this assumption would go in line with the need for an entirely new analytical framework that aims to understand international development cooperation. Lastly, despite some pronounced differences in their approaches, South-South and traditional development cooperation rely on the same roots to explain the behaviour of states and other international actors within the framework of the international system and can be discussed using identical theories.
The traditional development cooperation approach as represented by the DAC has received criticism regarding a lack of clear boundaries drawn to alternative development cooperation concepts with increasing tendencies towards inconsistency displayed over recent years. International aid regimes were founded by Western communities (Rowland 2008 in: Kondoh 2015: 6); related principles, rules, and norms are thus mainly influenced by Western-based international organisations such as the World Bank, United Nations and the DAC (Kondoh 2015: 6) . Most notably, the DAC has put considerable effort into the alignment of the aid-related strategies of its members by means of a number of ratified declarations (ibid.: 7). DAC aid definitions have been criticised as "shaped by the West's discursive as well as material dominance of the aid arena," resulting in the reluctance of aspiring emerging countries to adopt related definitions (Vaes and Huyse 2013: 21) . The insufficient institutionalisation of the DAC-characterised by an aid regime limited to its members and a model that is neither uniformly articulated nor commonly shared-heightens the hesitation of Southern emerging powers to adopt the DAC system (ibid.: 7).
Increasing Merging of Development Cooperation Concepts
The previously identified inconsistency within traditional and SSDC concepts draws attention to the increasing drifting of DAC members towards aid modalities which were formerly strongly interconnected with the concept of South-South Cooperation-most notably the mixing of aid with commercial instruments in regard to TC.
As Mawdsley (2017: 110) points out, the contribution in absolute and relative terms from non-DAC members is increasing, most notably their attractiveness to aid receivers as opposed to conditions-based aid. This has increased the incentive for DAC donors to reflect on firmly established principles such as refraining from mixing aid or pursuing mutual benefits based on opportunities. Competition in regard to contracts, access to resources, market share, as well as influence in the political sphere make the South-South model an increasingly viable option to Western players who are eager to secure their position in emerging markets (Carmody 2011 in: Mawdsley 2017 . The drifting of the DAC model towards South-South Cooperation modalities is characterised by Isenman and Shakow (2010 in: Gore 2013: 774) as a "schizophrenic" pairing comprised of the originally laid out model and rising engagement in global funds.
The Merging Impact of High Level Fora on Aid Effectiveness
As pointed out briefly in this article's theoretical section, the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan illustrates major development concept assimilation effects (Mawdsley 2017: 110-111) by constituting a double compromise (Gore 2013: 776):
1. The compromise between DAC members and Southern development cooperation partners 2. The compromise between the aim for a completed aid effectiveness agenda and progress beyond aid in favour of development cooperation effectiveness.
In particular, the compromise favouring development cooperation effectiveness in line with the new conceptual perspective of "Beyond Aid" can be pointed out (Gore 2013: 776; Janus et al. 2014: 4) . This is most notably marked by the claim of ownership over aid (INTRAC 2012: 16) , a focus by Northern as well as Southern players prior to the Busan meeting (SAIIA 2015: 25) . Based on the mutually influencing tendency of traditional and South-South Development concepts, Gore (2013: 774) concludes "the contrast between vertical (North-South) and horizontal (South-South) models of partnership is in danger of being a caricature." The relative lack of conscious effort put into converging traditional North-South and South-South Cooperation patterns has resulted in the increasing endorsement of principles and values displaying major commonalities and reflecting a growing ideological challenge towards the hegemonic system (Tortora 2011: 2) .
Summing up, in line with the approach reflected in the applied NeST framework and the related indicators and criteria, it can be pointed out that North-South and South-South Cooperation must be regarded as complementary rather than mutually exclusive (Tortora 2011: 4) . Referring back to the comparative case studies of Japanese and Korean TC approaches in Guatemala, the strong role which both donor countries display as representatives of the traditional and the SSDC concept must be highlighted. Korea-a former important actor within SSDC prior to the country's DAC membership in 2010 (Marx and Soares 2013) -is compared to Japan, one of the OECD-DAC's early members and largest donors (OECD 2017) . The application of a traditional or South-South Cooperation inspired analytical framework that reflects respective principles prior to increased recent merging tendencies might have resulted in potentially greater differences in results. Gaps in respective priorities set within the different development cooperation concepts may have been identified. Particular criteria from the applied NeST framework-which reflect a mainly South-South Cooperation based approach such as mutual benefit and non-conditionality-illustrate concept-based differences in Japan and Korea's approach as they retain aspects of conflict among traditional and South-South Cooperation representatives. In the case of the mutual benefit criteria, Korea has only recently adapted its position in favour of greater DAC conformity. While Korea's "2017 ODA White Paper" remains silent about eventual mutual benefits attainable through development cooperation (ODA Korea 2017), Korea's ODA white paper published in 2014 still promotes the ideal of "Win-Win ODA" as a major guideline (ODA Korea 2014: 3), an approach which is still partially reflected in Korea's initiatives in Guatemala.
Overall, it can be concluded that by applying an analytical framework reflecting merging trends in traditional North-South and SSDC concepts, a mediating effect is exerted in regard to potential differences arising between both donor countries based on their different backgrounds. In the following section, a further aspect in support of the application of an analytical framework reflecting merged cooperation concepts is presented.
Engagement in Triangular Cooperation
Triangular cooperation-commonly comprising a DAC member donor and an emerging donor country providing mutual assistance to an emerging recipient country-is a relatively recent phenomenon with increasing relevance to development cooperation agendas (Ashoff 2010: 22) . Aiming mostly for capacity building in the recipient countries, triangular cooperation is mainly performed in TC initiatives (ibid.: 23). Triangular cooperation can be regarded as a mutual learning process beyond distinct development cooperation concept boundaries given it requires the identification and respectful treatment of varying interests by all parties (Ashoff 2010: 22) .
It can be argued that both Japan and Korea are key figures within triangular cooperation given their history and engagement. Japan is currently the leading DAC member engaged in triangular cooperation (Ashoff 2010: 22) and has supported triangular training programmes since as early as 1974 (Kitano 2014: 2) . Korea has naturally become involved in the triangular cooperation approach based on the experience and networks which the country has acquired as a member of the South-South Cooperation community prior to its DAC membership (Marx and Soares 2013 ). Korea's specific development history further contributes to the manifestation of the country's role as a mediator among traditional North-South and SSDC interests, arguing that the country "can play a crucial role in bridging the gap between donor countries and developing partners by sharing their development experiences with the help of aid" (Jerve 2007: 8) . Japan has also highlighted its position "as a bridge between the more traditional DAC donors and 'emerging' or newer donors" (Menocal and Denney 2011: 7) given its "distinctive voice" at times within the DAC. The country's role aligns with its own beliefs and viewpoints on effective TC approaches based on its long-standing engagement within the field of development cooperation as well as its position as a non-Western OECD-DAC member with a distinct history and culture (Menocal and Denney 2011: 7) .
Referring back to the identified similarities in Japanese and Korean TC initiatives in Guatemala, it can thus be argued that the similar approaches result from adherence to cooperation principles that foster the alignment of interests demanded by triangular engagements. As Ashoff (2010: 22) points out, mutually agreed aid effectiveness principles support successful triangular cooperation. The application of the NeST framework-based on commonly agreed principles of effective development cooperationand similar results in Japanese and Korean TC approaches illustrate both countries' commitment to internationally agreed development cooperation principles adhered to by traditional and Southern players. This aligns with Japan and Korea's shared aim of pursuing successful triangular cooperation.
Conclusions
As Piefer (2014: 6) points out, "development thinking often remains stuck in traditional patterns of hegemony of the North over the South," failing to address the challenges of today's increasingly multipolar world (ibid.: 27). Rather than losing oneself in discussions on whether traditional or Southern development cooperation approaches are morally and normatively preferable, a combination of both approaches should thus be pursued in order to avoid the domination of "hegemonic (realist) or counter-hegemonic (post-colonial) thinking" (Piefer 2014: 27) within development cooperation discourses. As Casoo (2014 in: Piefer 2014: 26) accordingly emphasises, "the future is probably a combination of traditional and non-traditional partners and partnerships that apply new and innovative approaches and modalities, and working together to strengthen human and institutional capacity for sustainable development, and to eradicate poverty and underdevelopment."
Having applied an analytical framework that implements this combined approach based on mutually agreed development cooperation principles reflecting traditional and SSDC concepts, this article takes into consideration this long-term focus in development and related TC, reflecting cooperation beyond conceptual restrictions. The similarities obtained as results in regard to Japanese and Korean TC initiatives in Guatemala thus also reflect a future-driven development cooperation approach borne by both donor countries-one that disregards organisational memberships and related boundaries.
